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Editorial 


Broadcast Creation 


Sometimes we are asked “What is the BCS doing?”, 
especially when a journal has taken some time to appear. 
A fair question; and in this issue we hope that it will be 
apparent that much has been happening on other fronts 
in the last few months; the BCS is very much more than 
a magazine! After virtually ignoring the existence of 
creationists except as fringe oddities, there has been a 
spate of media interest, and a number of BCS members 
have been able to speak clearly on radio and TV. Whilst 
we do not see this as an end in itself, or even one of the 
main aims of the BCS, we praise God that there has been 
a witness to the creator in the mass media, albeit as yet 
onavery small scale, and we hope that it will only be the 
beginning of such opportunities. In addition to this 
direct involvement, there have been a number of 
interesting programmes that are relevant to creation, 
some of which are reviewed in ‘Creation in the News’. 
Of particular interest was ‘Gaze in Wonder’, by 





Professor Eric Laithwaite, which demonstrates so 
painfully how it is possible to be blind to the hand of God 
even when it is when his majesty is ablaze around us. 

The existence of the Creation manifesto has been of 
help in our dealings with the media, and it is clear that its 
appearance was most timely in this respect. We have 
been grateful to receive general approval to this 
document, with a number of readers writing with their 
comments, for which we are also grateful. The need to 
examine the issues mentioned in ‘The Way Forward’ has 
been highlighted in a number of these, particularly the 
question of the age of the Earth; two of our readers in 
America both hold firmly to all that we have stated in the 
manifesto, but also to opposing viewpoints on this issue, 
as is seen in the Correspondence column. If we needed 
any justification for devoting an issue to that subject, it is 
there. 
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Where is the Earth? 


But was this issue not to be devoted to the age of the. 
earth? Yes; but the delay to a number of the key articles 
has meant that subject will have to appear in a 
subsequent journal. This is just as well, due to the 
existence of a larger number of news items than normal, 
including several important conference reports. One of 
these 1s in the form of an article, ‘Is Evolution a Myth?’. 
This was the title of a most unusual academic 
symposium, where the proponents of both creation and 
evolution were putting their case. We hope that the 
production once again of a larger issue will be some 
compensation for its lateness and the postponement of 
the promised material. 

We have another in our occasional series of reports 
about creationism in other countries, this time in the 
French-speaking part of Switzerland. We also have a 
‘first’ for the journal; a poem! This is a tribute to the 
200th anniversary of the publication of a work which 
rejoices in the handiwork of the creator; whilst it would 
be an anachronism to describe White as a creationist, 


creation was the ‘given’ which lay behind what was in 
many ways the first systematic study of ‘nature’, and a 
forerunner of modern scientific enquiry. Two books 
reviewed are of particular interest, by the highly 
individual Stephen Jay Gould. Whilst he bemoans the 
progress of creationism, we can often concur with his 
perceptive criticisms of received wisdom regarding 
evolution. The main article is a personal look at New 
Stone Age Man by David Tyler, by way of a general 
overview of the subject; we hope it will be accessible to 
most of our readers. 

The last three issues have carried a picture on the 
cover of a little girl picking flowers. Very pretty, but 
what is the relevance to creation? What better could 
express the harmony between man and his environment 
that existed before the fall, and that will be restored once 
again at Christ’s return? So many ‘ordinary’ things can 
be a reminder of eternal realities — parables are all 
around us, if we have eyes to see. Praise God that 
already we can be at peace with the Creator, through the 
Gospel of Christ. 






























Is Evolution a Myth? 
David Watts 


This was the title of a day course organised by the 
Extra-Mural Department of Swansea University held in 
April 1988. Four speakers were invited: Dr John 
Durant, latterly of Swansea, now of Oxford University, 
and a youthful author/editor of ‘Darwinism and 
Divinity’; Professor Sam Berry of UCL London 
University, author of ‘God and Evolution’; Professor 
Chandra Wickramasinghe of Cardiff University, co- 
author of a series of books on origins with Sir Fred 
Hoyle; I was the fourth speaker, number 2 in the batting 
order. Part of the time I felt like a ‘flat earth’ candidate 
at an election. The proceedings were quite well attended 
by some sixty or more paying ‘participants’, mostly 
‘regulars’ on these courses which were held in a cold, 
cavernous lecture theatre on the otherwise pleasant 
Swansea campus. The moderator was the Professor of 
Marine Biology at Swansea, an outwardly polite 
gentleman who nevertheless prefaced the lectures of the 
other speakers with a lavish build-up but mine with a 
number of tendentious comments. Despite the 
differences in viewpoint I took a personal liking to all of 
the other speakers, each in their own way men of 
integrity. 
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Inevitably the prevailing tenor of the proceedings was 
strongly pro-evolution, but the term was never defined 
by the other speakers! It’s usage was completely elastic, 
ranging from a narrow reference to observable or 
inferred changes in generations of living things to a 
global or cosmic great-chain-of-being. Some creationists 
are paranoid about the word ‘evolution’. We should be 
wary of the word, because it is slippery, but we should 
not be afraid to utilise it because for some of the time it is 
merely a synonym for the word ‘change’, upon the lips of 
biologists. In that restricted sense only, biblical 
creationists are ‘theistic-evolutionists’ because the 
Scriptures do speak of a creation in which God has 
inserted a principle of change as well as a principle of 
permanence. As pioneering missionaries in a hostile 
culture we must learn the word-usage and language as 
defined by that culture if we are to effectively 
communicate the divine message. 

Dr Durant presented a competent and generally 
uncontentious historical perspective upon the creation/ 
evolution debate. His argument that ‘evolution’ is 
central and indispensable to the practice of modern 
biology was entirely dependent upon the ‘slippery’ usage 





of the term. Following this introduction I decided to 
concentrate my address upon the uniqueness and special 
creation of man. Even if one granted, for the sake of 
argument, or otherwise, an unlimited time-scale for the 
origin of life and an evolutionary mechanism for the 
development of its lower forms, the actual ‘data’ 
respecting man as a species argue strongly for his 
uniqueness and distinctiveness. The  exegetically 
grounded and revealed Christian doctrines of special 
creation and the fall provide a rationale for the status 
guo which is far more compelling than all the 
competition. I sensed that the audience was not 
generally receptive to my views. Perhaps my opening 
remarks about the humbling character of the Christian 
faith to all forms of human pride were not calculated to 
‘win friends and influence people’. 

After lunch, Sam Berry presented a tour de force in 
favour of the compatibility of evolutionary biology and 
Christian theism. He has a winning way, with his open 
Bible, evangelical convictions and scientific and 
ecclesiastical gravities. I had appreciated the way, over 
lunch, he had listened thoughtfully and respectfully to 
some of my exegetical arguments for the special creation 
of Adam. These considerations continue to heavily 
outweigh the plausible package presented by the 
Professor; nevertheless there was food for thought here 
and an incentive to clarify and refine the doctrine of 
creation against any misunderstanding ~— or 
misrepresentation. In particular, one must accept in 
good faith his conviction that the world as a whole is 
indeed created by God, even though he seeks to 
interpolate widespread evolution therein; moreover he 
severely criticised the Islamic view of creation for 
lacking a doctrine of the fall. 

The final speaker, Professor Wickramasinghe 
seemed unexpectedly youthful. As widely known, he 
holds to a theory of ‘bacteria from/in space’. Much of his 
address was technical and pertained to the spectroscopic 
evidence adduced in favour of bacterial cells in 
interstellar space. In the question time I challenged a 
perceived fallacy; what difference would there be in 
practice between the computed optical scattering curves 
of a globular aggregate of C,H,N and O atoms, or their 
simple compounds, and the same atoms organised into 
the molecular and cellular complexity of a bacterium? 
Most likely, there would be no difference given the 
simplifying assumptions made in the mathematics. 
Hence it was question begging to invoke the more 
complex model as a necessary explanation of the data. 
John Durant nodded his agreement, he also had little 
time for ‘bugs from space.’ 

The question time was too brief with virtually no time 
for questions from the floor, but the proceedings were 
enlivened by the redoubtable Derek Ager, formerly 
Professor of Biology at Swansea, who came to the front 
from within the audience. He berated the organisers 
severely for failing to invite a palaeontologist to address 
the question ‘Is evolution a myth?’ Next he affirmed a 
scientific philosophy of hard nosed pragmatism and then 
continued for 20 minutes with a set of poor quality slides 
which he had passed to the projectionist. After this, the 
Moderator had a hard job to pick up the pieces, and soon 
it was time to go home. 
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Creation in the News 


I suppose that the most effective user of the mass 
media is God himself. However far he is from modern 
communications, no man can escape the presence of the 
earth itself, with its massive testimony to its creator. In 
seeking to make use of these modern devices, then, we 
are giving an echo to the voice of creation; but more than 
that, we are able to interpret that testimony, which is 
mute concerning salvation, and show how the creator is 
also the Saviour. We are therefore thankful for the 
opportunities presented recently to speak of the truths 
concerning creation on a number of programmes. 


In the Second Beginning 


On lst January 1989 (a most appropriate date!), in 
the ‘Soundings’ series on Radio 4, the question of 
creation was tackled in ‘In the Beginning’. Professor 
Edgar Andrews, introduced as president of the Biblical 
Creation Society, and Sylvia Baker were among those 
who were invited to take part in the broadcast 


discussion. Whilst it was inevitable that there would also | 


be representation from theistic evolutionists and 
liberals, this was probably the fairest and clearest 
hearing that the creationist cause has yet received on the 
BBC, which is very encouraging. Many telling points 
were made, particularly by Sylvia Baker, and after the 
opening verses of Genesis, hers was the first voice, 
asking how we could trust the Word if the very first page 
was unreliable? Edgar Andrews also spoke of the 
necessity of revelation, and the impossibility of 
approaching scientific enquiry with no preconceptions; 
indeed if we left God’s revelation out of our thinking, we 
would be bound to go wrong! There is still the strong 
tendency to treat the issue as ‘creation versus science’, 
however, and the use of the views of schoolchildren who 
had been taught creation seemed designed to faintly 
ridicule. The inconsistency of the theistic evolutionists 
was evident in a number of ways, particularly when Sam 
Berry intimated that our spiritual nature was ‘the part 
that God had made’, indicating, for all his claims to 
adhere to scripture, an essentially dualistic and 
unbiblical approach. It is interesting to note that a 
similar programme with the same title was broadcast in 
1981, when Edgar Andrews also took part, with Nigel 
Cameron and others. 


Sylvia Baker was also invited to take part in a 


televised discussion concerning a recently published 
book promoting the theistic evolutionary viewpoint, for 
Tyne Tees TV. This was only a short slot in the 
programme, broadcast on 6th March, but we are 
thankful that the conservative position on these issues is 
at last receiving recognition in the media. Apparently 
the ‘off air’ discussions with other participants before 
and after were of great value. 

Peter Senior, BCS Treasurer, was interviewed last 
year at one of the shows where BCS was represented, 
and that interview was broadcast on ‘Hour of Revival’, 
on TransWorld Radio, on 26th February. He was able to 
expound creation, and add his comments as a scientist, 
fully and freely for almost half an hour. He spoke of the 
fact that Genesis is foundational to the gospel, and one 
of the truths that he emphasised was the unique nature 
of man, a separate and special creation, and the fact that 
death was unnatural. It was sad, therefore, that after the 
interview, listeners were invited to write in for a book 


‘Who was Adam?’ (written by the sponsor of the 
programme) which espouses the opposite view on this 
issue, that Adam was in fact a pre-existent primitive man 
(or ‘proto-man’) whom God endowed with his spirit; 
essentially the same view taken by Sam Berry. This 
invitation implied an association between the BCS and 
the book, however unintentionally; it is to be hoped that 
those who heard the programme would recognise the 
incompatibility of the two! 

The journal editor also gave a short interview for a 
weekly religious programme on Red Rose Radio, a local 
station in Lancashire, last July. The usual questions 
surfaced concerning differences between Christians, 
and the age of the earth. These various media contacts 
highlight once again that many Christians still try to hold 
to an evolutionary explanation of Origins, together with 
a belief in the scriptures; and once again it is evident that 
this involves adopting interpretations of the Bible that 
rob it of its clear meaning. 


These various media contacts highlight once 
again that many Christians still try to hold to an 
evolutionary explanation of Origins, together 
with a belief in the scriptures; and once again 
it is evident that this involves adopting 
interpretations of the Bible that rob it of 
its clear meaning. 


There have also been a number of programmes which 
impinge on the subject of creation — practically every 
science programme has its obligatory quota of evolution 
— but two are of particular interest, and these are 
reviewed separately below. 


Archaeopteryx is Alive and Well 


It is commonly believed that those who believe in 
creation as described in the Bible are the ones who 
refuse to accept received orthodoxy in scientific circles, 
but it is often established figures who promote 
‘outrageous’ ideas, such as Stephen Jay Gould. Sir Fred 
Hoyle and Chandra Wickramasinghe suggested in 1986 
that fossils of Archaeopteryx could be forgeries. The 
discovery of another fossil specimen, still buried in the 
rock, makes it clear that this extinct creature is ‘here to 
stay’, as it were (report in The Times, 25/6/88). Hoyle 
and Wickramasinghe suggested that the ‘forgery’ was 
perpetrated to support evolutionary theories of the 
time, an idea which was naturally enough attractive to 
some defenders of creation; but we do not need to grasp 
at such straws. The “Times’ article goes on to suggest that 
‘the presence of feathers leave no room for doubt in the 
minds of most researchers that Archaeopteryx is indeed 
a bird. The latest discovery will confirm that view.’ 

An article in ‘Scientific American’, Sept. 1987, p.18, 
reports on continuing challenges from _ certain 
astronomers to the “big bang’ theory (see Creation in the 
News, Origins 1:2). Once again it is Hubble’s constant 
that is under attack. Halton C. Arp of the Mount Wilson 
and Las Campanas Observatories ‘is concerned .. with 
undermining the Hubble relation between red shift and 








distance, which Arp has called the “single, frail 
assumption on which so much of modern astronomy is 
built.” Lawrence M. Krauss of Yale University is quoted 
as saying “There are a lot of fundamental assumptions 
we base our model on that may be wrong”. 


Gaze in Wonder 
broadcast on BBC2 20th & 21st February 1989 
Reviewed by Michael Matthews 


Professor Eric Laithwaite is one of the most brilliant 
engineers in the country, and his ability to challenge the 
scientific establishment to think harder was well 
demonstrated in this programme, an adaptation of an 
earlier talk and the precursor to a book on the subject. In 
it Professor Laithwaite suggested how ‘nature’ has used 
engineering principles long before their employment by 
man — or even before his knowledge of them. The title of 
the programme was apt, for indeed one had to gaze in 
wonder at some of the marvels of the ‘natural’ world that 
he showed. 


But why does the butterfly use liquid crystals? And how 
did it evolve? We simply don’t know. 


The saddest aspect, however, was that this gifted 
scientist seemed blind to that which the programme 
seemed to illustrate so clearly; that all these things were 
designed for a purpose by an all-wise hand. If it were not 
for the occasional reference to evolution, it could have 
been a propaganda film for creation; and would no 
doubt have been ridiculed. Nevertheless, to coin a 
phrase, ‘only the bias has been changed’! Time and again 
he asked penetrating questions, to which he was honest 
enough to give straight answers. To quote two: (talking 
about liquid crystals being used by certain butterflies) 
‘But why does the butterfly use liquid crystals? And how 
did it evolve? We simply don’t know.’ And again, about 
the eye-spots of the owl butterfly: ‘While all this 
development is going on, butterflies normally sit head 
up, which means that the owl picture is upside down, and 
real owls never sit upside down. surely no hungry bird is 
going to be fooled by an upside down owl! So how did 
natural selection manage to go along on the clear 
understanding that only when the pictures become 
perfect, like in 20,000 years, then will it turn upside 
down and upside down and become a real owl?’ 

Professor Laithwaite’s genuine humility in the face of 
so much that is unknown is commendable: “The progress 
of science has been hindered by the belief at any given 
time that we knew nearly all of it and that any new 
phenomenon could obviously be explained in terms of 
what we already know.’ an attitude which many 
creationists would do well to emulate in scientific 
matters. 


[The transcript of this programme is available from the 
BBC, cheque for £1.75 payable to Broadcasting Support 
Services, send to Gaze in Wonder, P.O. Box 7, London, 
W3 6XJ. The BBC are to be commended for making this 
available, and we hope this valuable service will be 
extended. — Ed.] 


Late Great Britons — Charles Darwin 
broadcast on BBC1 August 2nd 1988 
Reviewed by Charles Whitworth 


The BBC1 series Late Great Britons finally reached 
Charles Darwin on August 2nd. Dr Rob Young, a 
historian of science, gave us a skilful guide to Darwin’s 
life and ideas in the course of 30 minutes; all from a 
comfortable armchair in the study of Downe House, 
Kent, Darwin’s home for the last 40 years of his life, and 
incidentally now a National Trust property. 

Young suggested that the best way to understand 
Darwin’s work and in particular the ‘Origin of the 
Species’, was to see it as weaving together ideas drawn 
from three thinkers whose ideas were critical in shaping 
the intellectual climate of mid-Victorian Britain. 
William Paley whose defence of the divine ordering of 
the natural world Darwin was to depersonalise and 
relocate in the independent working of Mother Nature 
by the time of the ‘Origin’; Charles Lyell, whom Darwin 
had known from his student days in Cambridge in the 
1820s and whose work in uniformitarian geology was so 
influential on the young Darwin; and finally Thomas 
Robert Malthus whose ideas on competition for survival 
in the human population Darwin took over into the 
biological world and as the motor for his theory of 
natural selection. | 

Young’s other main point was the relative ease with 
which the ideas of the ‘Origin’ displaced orthodox 
Christian thinking about the created order. He 
suggested two main reasons. One was the muddle- 
headed reaction of the churches; Wilberforce in the 
famous 1860 Oxford debate was not typical. Most 
church people were soon told that it was quite possible to 
accept both the early chapters of Genesis and Darwin. 
Second was the sheer respectability of Darwin the man. 
His marriage in the Wedgwood family, his clerical/ 
scientific background, the reclusive researcher rarely 
venturing out of Downe House at all in his later years; 
no-one could believe that this man and his ideas were 
subversive or revolutionary. Yet as Young remarked the 
speed and comprehensiveness of the Darwinian 
takeover could not have been better indicated by the 
public acclamation of the decision to have him buried 
amongst the “good and the great” in Westminster 
Abbey on his death in 1882. 

A stimulating programme for which Dr Young and 
the BBC should be thanked. My only complaints: 
putting it on at 11.10pm in the evening, and the absence 
of any longer term assessment of the validity of Darwin’s 
ideas or mention of contemporary critiques of the 
usefulness of natural selection. Will that be another 
programme? Sadly, it is still rather unlikely, at least 
from the present generation of those who sit in 
Broadcasting House. 
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Création a la Suisse Romande 
Creationism in French-speaking Switzerland 


M. Daniel Mathez, President of the Association Creation, 


Bible et Science. 
translated by Charles Whitworth 
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The Chateau de Chillon on Lake Geneva, near Lausanne 


Our creationist movement in the French-speaking 
world is still quite small; we would dearly love to see it 
grow. : 

However, there are encouraging signs: several new 
publishers are beginning to publish books defending 
Creation, including, for example, Editions CLE 
(Comprendre Les Ecritures) and Europresse in France. 
There is also a creationist movement within the Catholic 
Church, particularly amongst ‘the integrationists’. 
These latter not only publish material , but also organise 
lectures and debates. 

Our Swiss-based ‘Association Creation, Bible et 
Science’ (ACBS) was launched at the beginning of 1988 
and currently numbers 50 members and 90 subscribers. 
ACBS sends out three times a year a newssheet, special 
article and other relevant items (newspaper cuttings, 
book reviews, etc.). 

It is hoped that a similar society will be set up in 
France in 1989. In France there are a few Creationist 
scientists (evangelicals) who are active and give talks. 
Two such are Dr Alain Deschamps of the University of 
Bordeaux and M. Philippe Michaut who is a research 
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assistant at the University of Dijon. But we need many 
more. 

ACBS was involved in June last year in organising a 
lecture by Dr F. Skiff — he is a researcher in the area of 
nuclear physics — under the title ‘Physics and the New 
Age’. Right at the end of the year we organised two 
lectures in Lausanne by Professor Wilder-Smith on 
creationist subjects. At the second — ‘Man and the 
Dinosaurs’ — over 250 turned up! 

There is an urgent need to publish more books and to 

prepare audio-visual material [for the French-speaking 
world]. We would like to do more but funds are very 
limited at present. 
[Editor’s note: the meeting to consider setting up a 
creationist society in France is planned to take place in 
May in Normandy. We wish our friends every 
encouragement and will be following their efforts with 
our prayers. Charles Whitworth has _- special 
responsibility for links with the Francophone world. At 
our next committee meeting we shall be considering 
practical ways in which we can help our friends across 
the Channel. | 








News of Creation 


Over the past year BCS, or individual members have 
been involved in a number of conferences. The main one 
was at Nottingham, in November 1988, at the invitation 
of the Christian Centre, on the general theme of ‘Adam 
and Eve’. A full report of this is appended below. It is 
also worth noting that the substance of our main 
technical article on Neolithic Man was given by David 
Tyler in his talk at that conference. BCS also provided 
the speakers at a Youth Rally in Deeside, this February. 
The organisers, representing churches from a large area 
of North Wales, were concerned that the young people 
should have a grasp of the issues, and something with 
which to counter the atheistic and evolutionary 
propaganda received in their schools. After a short 
introductory talk by Mike Matthews putting the issues in 
context, David Tyler spoke about fossil man. Separate 
seminars aimed at different age groups dealt with 
Genetics, Geology, and Dinosaurs (led by Sheena 
Eisaks, David Tyler, and Peter Senior respectively). 
After lunch the film ‘The Genesis Solution’ was shown. 
Attendance was very good, with about 70 present; it was 
apparent, however, that some of the material was over 
the head of a number of those attending, and it is clear 
that there is a great need for accurate but simple 
presentations aimed at the younger age group. 

David Tyler was also the speaker at a conference 

convened by Beswick Evangelical Church, Manchester 
in November. Biblical principles concerning creation 
were covered in the first session, then evolution, 
creation, and the fossil record. Sheena Eisaks also spoke 
briefly about her survey (see Origins 1:3), and the work 
of the BCS. 
_ Our new committee member, Dr. Arthur Jones, has 
also spoken at several student meetings at Manchester 
University, generating lively discussion and a good deal 
of interest. Our Chairman Dr. David Watts took part in 
a day of studies at Swansea University in April 1988, and 
his account of that forms our leading article ‘Is Evolution 
a Myth?’; we also have a report from two of those who 
attended one of the major events in our calendar, the 
European Creationist Congress, held last year in 
Leuven, Belgium. 

Another member of the committee, Dr. John Peet, 
has also been very busy over the past twelve months, and 
amongst his other activities has spoken concerning 
creation at a number of meetings, including a church in 
Essex, a fraternal of Baptist ministers in Kent, and 
numerous young people’s meetings in various locations. 
Perhaps the most interesting, however, was a meeting 
convened by St.Saviour’s church-in Guildford, attended 
by approximately 300 from a wide field including 
university students, where half the time was given over 
to a panel (including John Peet) answering questions. A 
questionnaire was distributed before the meeting, and 
responses collected afterwards indicated that about a 
third had changed from an evolutionary to a creation 
viewpoint as a result of the meeting. 


The new BCS exhibition stand was put to good use at 


the conferences, and also at the ‘Take 7’ and ‘Anglia 88’ 
bible weeks, where BCS had an official presence, and 


further interest was generated. It was also brought into. 


service at a number of other functions where BCS 
members were involved. 


For those who wish to study the whole subject of 
creation in a systematic manner, Gerald Duffett has put 
us alkin his debt with his Correspondence Courses in 
Creationism. Students start with a Certificate course, 
and then have the option to progress to a Diploma; the 
course includes units on mankind, geological systems, 
cosmonogies, and implications of creation. See panel for 
further details. Whilst we are pleased to see this service 
and are sure that it will edify many, we must stress that 
this does not necessarily represent the official BCS view 
in every respect. 


Glory be to God 
for Gilbert 


To commemorate the bicentenary of 

Gilbert White’s 

‘Natural History and Antiquities of Selborne’ 
first published 1788 


David C.C. Watson 


Glory be to God for Gilbert 
White of Selborne, naturalist supreme — 
searcher out of nests and nestlings, 
connoisseur of forest, field and stream! 





Marker of the times and seasons, 
noting how the migrants come and go; 
pondering with awe-an = 
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Gilbert scoured the world for knowledge - 
but his observations taught him more. 





Evolution tomes shall perish, 
Darwin’s ‘Origin’ decline and fall; 

but while England’s fauna flourish 
‘Selborne’ paperback outlives them all! 


A New Vista on the New Stone Age aw Vk 


David J Tyler 


The origin and development of the human race is a 
subject which has been much debated, and which shows 
every sign of continuing to be a matter of controversy. 
Much of the argument has been over details and as such 
lies outside the scope of this article. The aim is to show 
how the two model approach to origins provides a 
helpful analysis of the main streams of thought, and 
assists in their evaluation. It is argued that the time is 
overdue for a fresh look at the data and for a 
reconsideration in the light of the Biblical history of 
early man. 


1. The Two Model Approach 


Students of prehistory have always approached their 
field of interest with certain presuppositions. Of the 
greatest importance are presuppositions concerning the 
activity of the Creator in forming the universe and filling 
it with all things animate and inanimate. Those who 
receive the Bible as the inspired Word of God, without 
error, come to the subject of origins with a historical 
framework for the early period of the earth. This is 
because Genesis 1-11 provides an account of 

(i) the creation of all things in six days 

(ii) the fall of the first man into sin and the 
judgement of God upon him and his descendants 

(iii) filling of the earth with people 

(iv) the worldwide deluge which was sent as a mighty 
judgement upon sinful men 

(v) the preservation of Noah and his family, together 
with air-breathing creatures, in the ark 

(vi) the Post-Diluvian society, with the confusion of 
language and the dispersal of the nations after 
attempting to build the Tower of Babel. 
This framework of history is broadly described as “The 
Creation Model’, or “The Biblical Model’. Students who 
follow these basic historical guidelines bring 
presuppositions to their work — they presuppose, for 
example, that God has acted in miraculous ways on 
numerous occasions. 


Much fruitless debate has occurred because of a 
failure to recognise the fundamental 
importance of presuppositions, and it is 
suggested that the Two Model approach will - 

help to clarify thought and allow meaningful 
discussion of the evidence that is available. 


A radically different approach is to rule out all 
miraculous divine activity on the ground that because it 
cannot be studied, it cannot have a place in scientific 
thinking. It goes on to say that all theories of origins 
should be based on principles that are recognised as in 
operation today. The rule is that ‘the present is the key 
to the past’, and the technical name for this’ is the 
Principle of Uniformitarianism. Upon it is based the 
second basic approach, which is described as ‘The 
Evolution Model’. It is this model that seeks to provide a 
wholly naturalistic explanation for the universe: the Big- 
bang theory of atomic evolution, the origin of living cells 
by chemical evolution, the origin of species by organic 
evolution, and the development of the human race by 
cultural evolution. 


It is not an overgeneralization to maintain that all the 
controversies between ‘the Bible and Science’ for the 
last 200 years may be traced back to the adoption of 
these two models, in one form or another, by different 
scholars. Much fruitless debate has occurred because of 
a failure to recognise the fundamental importance of 
presuppositions, and it is suggested that the Two Model 
approach will help to clarify thought and allow 
meaningful discussion of the evidence that is available. 





Stonehenge 


2. The Two Model Approach and the History of 
Early Man 


Popular books on the origin of the human race are 
almost entirely based on the evolutionary model. The 
ancestors of men are thought to be ape-like creatures 
living several millions of years ago, and an evolutionary 
process led to the gradual development of ape-men and 
then primitive men. Palaeolithic man is the first 
unmistakable human being, although his culture was 
very basic: he lived in caves and hunted for food. This 
situation continued for a long period of time (see Fig 1, 
Model 1) until the ‘Neolithic Revolution’ commenced 
about 10,000 years ago. The social life of man changed 
dramatically, when the hunter/gatherer began to control 
his environment and became a food producer. The 
representative early farmer is called Neolithic or New 
Stone Age Man. With the passing of time, further 
innovations occurred, including the ability to smelt 
metals. This brings the story up to the rise of civilisation 
and recorded history. 

The Biblical model could hardly provide a greater 
contrast. Man was miraculously formed from the dust of 
the ground and life was imparted by God breathing into 
him. The first woman was also formed miraculously and 
from the beginning the marriage relationship was 
instituted. The practice of livestock and arable farming 
was also inaugurated at this time and was the occupation 
of the children of Adam and Eve. Within a few 
generations we read of the building of a city, of men 
working in brass and iron, and of others making and 
playing musical instruments. The characteristics of an 
essentially ‘modern’ society appear at this early stage. 
The Biblical model must also include the Global Flood 
which destroyed all the inhabitants of the earth — except 
for the eight in the ark. This was a major discontinuity in 
the history of mankind. After the Flood, the people 








remained as a coherent group in the Mesopotamian 
area, and commenced building a great tower. Again, 
God acted in judgement and the people were scattered 
from Babdl. From them arose the different nations of 
the earth. This model is illustrated in Fig 1, Model 2. 


Evaluation of these models may proceed by studying - 


the relevant data and considering how they are 
interpreted in each case. The procedure will not lead toa 
proof of validity, but it will establish whether the theory 


is consistent with the data. 

The title of this article restricts the investigation to 
Neolithic man, and it is intended to further confine the 
discussion to the peoples of Neolithic Britain. The 
following section is more of an outline and summary 
than a detailed analysis of data. Those readers who wish 
for a more rigorous and referenced treatment are 
directed to the writer’s article “Megaliths and Neolithic 
Man” which is listed in the Bibliography. 


- 


TWO CONTRASTING INTERPRETATIONS OF MAN’S CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 


MODEL 1 : BASED ON EVOLUTIONARY PRINCIPLES 


500,000 years 


A to B represents Palaeolithic time, possibly 500,000 
years. B to C = Neolithic time to the present, possibly 
8,000 to 10,000 years. F to G = from Adam to the Flood, 
possibly 2,000 to 4,000 years. J to H = from the Flood to 
the present, possibly 4,000 years. J = the point at which 
civilization took a fresh but slightly regressed ‘beginning’. 
GtoJ represents the cultural loss resulting from the Flood. 
Curve BC is smooth with a few divergencies, but 
essentially a steady evolution of culture. BK typifies the 
course taken by primitive people as a whole who have 
shared little in the evolution of culture. 

JH is less a curve than a series of arcs. It intends to show 
that culture has not enjoyed the steady evolution shown by 
BC, but has been marked by a series of rises and falls as 
one historical culture succeeded another — one habitually 
starting out of the preceding one and springing from some 
level near the top. This is a cyclic view of history. 

Point A represents the departure of Homo sapiens from 
the animal level, rising slowly to B. Point F = the creation 
of Adam, well above the animal level. 

As each arc in JH reaches its point of decline, a series of 
cultures of increasingly lower level has resulted. This may 
account for many features to be found in primitive people, 
living and extinct. Thus the ‘Law of Cultural Development’ 
seems to involve a decline from which some fragments 
tend to sink lower and lower, unable to retain or recover the 
initial level, without a reintegration with the main stream; 
such reintegrations have been few and far between, the E 
attempt usually.leading to complete extinction of the lower 
society. 


Level of Adam above the animals J 


Present 
‘Neolithic Revolution’ 


Animal Level 
10,000 years 


MODEL 2 : BASED ON BIBLICAL HISTORY 


Flood 


Creation of Adam ia 





Animal level 


Figure 1 based on an illustration from Genesis and Early Man’ by A.Custance 


3. Aspects of Life in Neolithic Britain 
Knowledge of the peoples of Neolithic Britain may be 
gathered from a wide variety of sources. For example, 
the graves of many people have been excavated, 
revealing pottery and weapons, and providing hints 
about the kind of lives these people led. The provision of 
hand-axes was of considerable importance, and much 
useful information has been gained by studies of the axes 
and the sites of mining activity. The people built very 
little in the way of permanent accommodation, and it is 
deduced that their style of life was semi-nomadic. 
However, some large centres were built (for example: 
Durrington Walls, and Woodhenge, Marden, Mount 


Pleasant, Avebury), although the use of these 
constructions is still a matter of controversy. One of the 
‘distinctives’ of the Ancient Britons was_ their 
attachment to the building of large stone circles. 
Scattered profusely throughout the country are these 
characteristic remains of their activity. Other 
monuments were also built — for example, large burial 
mounds (Silbury Hill, West Kennett Long Barrow, New 
Grange Mound, etc.). In recent years, a new impetus 
has been given to the study of Neolithic Britain by the 
careful research work of Professor Thom, an engineer 
from Oxford University. Some of his conclusions are 
noted below. All these sources of information are of 
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major importance, but the archaeologist does not 
restrict his attention to them. Useful data has been 
gleaned by following up many other lines of 
investigation. Nevertheless, this study will concentrate 
on evidence which is well-known and well documented. 


3.1. The Axe Industry 

Over 40 mines are known to have produced stone for 
axes in Neolithic Britain; the best known is Grimes 
Graves, near Thetford in Norfolk. The flint nodules 
were to be found 10-15 metres below the surface of the 
ground, and the miners dug shafts through the chalk to 
reach them. They passed through layers of inferior flint 


nodules, for they recognised that good quality axes. 


could only be made from good quality flint. When the 
shaft was deep enough, horizontal galleries were dug 
through the chalk and the nodules of flint were collected 
and transported to the surface. When that particular 
area was exhausted, the miners dug a new shaft some 
distance away and repeated the whole exercise. In this 
way, an estimated 93 acres of ground bears the scars of 
these ancient mine workings. It is thought that the flint 
nodules were lightly shaped into axes before being 
transported away. 

It has been found that mines did not serve only their 
immediate locality. Stone axes often travelled many 
miles before reaching their destination. For example, 
axe-heads from the Great Langdale factory in the Lake 
District, made from tuff, have been found in places 
ranging from Hampshire to the Firth of Forth. The 
extent of this movement of goods indicates a reasonable 
level of mobility and an awareness of national 


geography. 


The organisation of manpower and _ skills 
necessary for building the larger megaliths 
required an_ efficient and_ controlled 
management of the neolithic economy. 


3.2. The Construction of the Megaliths 

Whilst speculation about the megaliths is rife, it is an 
indisputable fact that these large stone and earth 
constructions are man-made. A consideration of the 
materials, the techniques used, the skills necessary and 
the man-power required, is very rewarding. The prime 
example of a megalithic construction is, of course, 
Stonehenge, and it is generally agreed that most, if not 
all, of the building work was done during the Neolithic 
period. As many popular books contain a discussion of 
the building work, a brief summary of conclusions is 
given here. 

The transport of the giant sarsen stones (weighing up 
to 50 tons) from the Marlborough Downs required 
ropes, tackle and enormous human resources. Similarly, 
the movement of the bluestones from South Wales 
required manpower, skills in sea and river transport, and 
an awareness of the geography of that part of the 
country. 

Preparing the tough sarsen stones was a mammoth 
exercise in perseverance: repeated pounding of the 
surfaces with stone mauls was required to achieve the 
desired results. Millions of man-hours are estimated for 


this alone. In addition to the general shape of the 
uprights and lintels, a well-designed system for securing 
their positions was ‘incorporated into the construction. 
Mortise and tenon joints combined with tongue and 
groove joints ensured the lintels were firmly locked into 
the uprights and into each other, thereby increasing the 
rigidity of the structure. Raising of the uprights was 
probably achieved using an engineering device called a 
sheerlegs, and the lintels were probably jacked up on a 
framework of wood scaffolding. 

The upper surface of the lintels was levelled and many 
other features were incorporated to create a striking 
appearance. The entrance stones of Stonehenge, 
illustrated in Fig 2, show well the interlocking structure, 
together with evidences of final dressing of the lintels. 
The level of craftsmanship achieved has brought a 
universal commendation from those who have studied 
the results of their labours. 

Whilst Stonehenge has been selected for comment 
here, this monument is acknowledged to be the most 
remarkable of the constructions of neolithic man in 
Western Europe. Nevertheless, Britain and Ireland are 
not short of many other remarkable examples of the 
skills and initiative of this ancient society. Stonehenge is 
unique, but it is not out of context. 





Figure2 The Entrance Stones of Stonehenge 


3.3. The Design of the Megaliths 

One of the neglected areas of archaeological study in 
the British Isles has been the layout and dimensions of 
the Neolithic stone circles and alignments. The task of 
accurately surveying and analysing the results has been 
left almost entirely to Professor Alexander Thom. His 
remarkable studies have stirred up a heated controversy 
that continues to this day. There are two areas of interest 
— the first is concerned with mensuration and the second 
is the proposal that many of the megaliths were used to 
make astronomical observations. 

Thom’s work indicates that the builders used 
measuring rods to lay out their giant stones to 
predetermined positions. He finds that the length of this 
measuring rod was constant throughout Britain, and he 
has called it the “Megalithic Yard”. The length is 0.829 
metres (32.64 %0.04 inches). 








Furthermore, the designs of the stone circles was very 
carefully controlled, and were often based on 
Pythagorean triangles. The Megalith builders were 
apparently competent geometers. Full details of Thom’s 
work are to be found in his ‘Megalithic sites in Britain’ 
listed in the Bibliography. 

Whilst many archaeologists have come to accept the 
reality of the megalithic yard and the evidence of 
sophisticated design work, Thom’s second major thesis 
is still strongly resisted. The idea is that solar and lunar 
movements were of great interest to the megalith 
builders, and that much of their construction work was 
done specifically to study the motions of sun and the 
moon. Notable examples are the standing stones of 
Ballochroy, Kintyre, marking the midsummer and 
midwinter solstices; the man-made hill platform at 
Kintraw, Argyll, for the winter solstice; and a wide 
range of solar and lunar alignments suggested for 
Stonehenge. One particularly memorable example 
concerns New Grange Mound, south-east of Knowth in 
Ireland. This burial mound is about 12 metres high and 
85 metres in diameter. A passage permits access to the 
central chamber of the mound with its drystone 
corbelled dome. On midwinter’s day, a few minutes 
after dawn, light from the sun passes through a small 
opening above the passageway, along the passage, 
through the main chamber and into the rear side 
chamber. The construction work would appear to have 
postdated the marking of the direction of the sun’s rays 
on midwinter’s morning. Further details may be 
obtained from Thom’s ‘Megalithic Lunar Observatories’ 
and from MacKie’s ‘Science and Society in Prehistoric 
Britain’. 

3.4. General comments 

Some important aspects of life in Neolithic Britain are 
summarised below. 

3.4.1 Advanced technological abilities: 

(i) Intelligent use of resources, initiative, skill and 
enterprise are demonstrated by the extensive mining 
activities and the subsequent distribution of stone to 
different parts of the country. The organisation of 
manpower and skills necessary for building the larger 
megaliths required an _ efficient and _ controlled 
management of the neolithic economy. 

(ii) Engineering skills. A solid background of 
technological knowledge must be inferred from their 
constructions: involving levers, fulcrums, foundations, 
sheerlegs, slings and ropes. When it is considered that 
the megaliths were built to a design, and not just heaved 
into place, the list of skills required is considerably 
extended. 

3.4.2 Capacity for sophisticated thought: 

(iii) Evidences of numeracy. The evidence for the 
‘Megalithic Yard’ and for the other units of 
measurement are impressive. The use of this unit, 
together with the distinctive designs of numerous stone 
circles, implies an extensive knowledge of mensuration 
and practical geometry. 

(iv) Evidences of astronomical knowledge. If Thom 
is correct in his work in this area, megalithic man was a 
meticulous observer and experimenter. He exceeded 
many of the scholars of historical times in his capacity for 
theoretical thought. 


3.4.3 A national identity: 

(v) Indications of strong cultural ties. The mining 
industry reveals a situation in which travel and trade 
went far beyond regional boundaries. The practice of 
building stone circles throughout Britain suggests that 
there were good links between the regions. The 
existence of the megalithic yard from the south coast to 
the Orkneys argues strongly for a national culture, as 
does also a widespread interest in astronomy. Evidence 
from pottery design, which has not been discussed in this 
article, further supports the idea of a country-wide 
community, rather than isolated, regionalised 
chiefdoms. 


4. Evaluation: A Two-Model Approach 


It must be said of the British Neolithic peoples that 

they did achieve something during their existence, for 
the country carries the evidence of their extensive 
labours to this day. Since the Neolithic society was 
capable of building the megaliths, it follows that our 
picture of them must be consistent with this. 
However, the conventional picture of Neolithic man is 
very disappointing. Illustrations of barbaric, wild- 
looking individuals are presented in books and 
filmstrips. The society is thought to have 
been composed of insular, semi-nomadic farming 
communities, with regional chiefs. Very little 
interaction between chiefdoms is considered probable. 
Consequently, their capacity for construction work is 
something of a mystery. Furthermore, Thom’s theses 
are revolutionary! They cannot be absorbed into the 
conventional picture. A radical rethink is necessary — 
which most are reluctant to do. The problem is that 
conventional archaeology is wedded to evolutionary 
principles, and radical departures from this foundation 
are frowned upon. 

One of the few professional archaeologists to take 
Thom’s work seriously is Dr Euan MacKie, and his 
‘Science and Society in Prehistoric Britain’ is an 
excellent study of Neolithic man and a major 
contribution to the subject. 


MacKie, of course, has to face the problem of how a 
comparatively mature society, with advanced 
technological skills and theoretical ideas, flourished in 
the early stages of settlement in Britain. It is at this point 
that a Biblical perspective of history is essential. Section 
2 briefly reviewed some of the Biblical data. People with 
an essentially ‘modern’ approach to life existed from the 
beginning, as is witnessed by the rapid development of 
new technologies by Adam’s descendants. After the 
Flood, it was not long before a large building project was 
undertaken at Babel, indicating that there was no great 
decline in technological ability in that society. The 
judgement of God fell on them, because they were intent 
on their own glory and sought to achieve it by setting up 
a totalitarian world government. Their society was 
broken up into smaller groups which were driven away 
to settle in different parts of the world. Some migrated to 
Europe, and some arrived in Britain. The writer has 
concluded that these migrants were the immediate 
ancestors of Neolithic man. Although they faced many 
obstacles, they were remarkably successful in 
overcoming them. The presence of advanced 
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technologies and sophisticated thinking is no problem to 
the Christian archaeologist. Whilst such characteristics 
are not required by the Biblical model, they are certainly 
consistent with it. We may also interpret the interest in 
megaliths which is so widespread in Neolithic societies as 
yet another reverberation from Babel. What the people 
could not do as one nation, they would do as many 
nations. They would make a name for themselves, lest 
they be scattered again. All the indications are that they 
were remarkably successful, for neolithic societies seem 
to have been stable and long-lived. 

This article only provides a basic introduction to a 
large and complex subject, but it is hoped that the reader 
will be able to see how the Biblical model provides a 
framework for thinking which is of immense value to the 
student of prehistory. 


5. Conclusion 


The two-model approach has been employed to 
review some of the data relevant to the British Neolithic 
society. The evolutionary model has developed a picture 
which is consistent with evolutionary principles, but 


which is in tension with the available evidence. This © 


problem is not apparent with the Biblical model. 

Whilst the discussion has been limited to one 
geographical area, the indications are that a similar 
picture is found in many other parts of the world. 
Evidences of advanced technology are by no means 
confined to the British Neolithic, and a re-evaluation of 
archaeological discoveries is long overdue. 

It must be emphasised that the ramifications of the 


Biblical model go much deeper than is evident in this 
article. Fundamental rethinking is necessary in almost 
every area of prehistory. In particular, the picture of 
Neolithic man migrating from Babel and settling in 
different parts of the world is not consistent with present 
radiocarbon dating interpretations. Nevertheless, it is 
the writer’s conviction that the problems are not 
insoluble, and that the Christian student of origins will 
find the Biblical picture of world history to be the key to 
unlock the past and also to provide the foundation of all 
scholarly understanding of data relating to the early 
Earth. 


Bibliography 
Custance,A., 1975, Genesis and early man, Zondervan. 


MacKie,E.W., 1977, Science and society_in prehistoric 
Britain, Elek. 


Thom,A., 1967, Megalithic Sites in Britain, Oxford 
University Press. 
Thom,A., 1971, Megalithic Lunar Observatories, 


Oxford University Press. 

Tyler,D.J., Megaliths and Neolithic Man, Creation 
Research Society Quarterly, 16(1), 47-58. 

Tyler,D.J., 1977, The crisis in radiocarbon calibration, 
Creation Research Society Quarterly, 14(2), 92-99. 
Tyler,D.J., 1978, Radiocarbon calibration — revised, 
Creation Research Society Quarterly, 15(1), 16-23. 
Tyler,D.J., 1978, Ancient civilisations, in Focus on 
Creation, edited by Watts,D.C. and Tyler,D.J., 
Rainbow Press 








Reports 


The Third European Creationist Conference 
held at the Belgian Bible Institute at Leuven 
from 17-20 August 1988 


from reports by Sheena Eisaks and Frank Peachey 


Noah’s ark was well designed ... 
falling and the earth is young ... Evolution, occult and 
the New Age are linked ... and many fossils are alive and 
well today. These are some of the findings put forward 
by various speakers at the third European Creationist 
Conference. 

Professor Werner Gitt, from Germany, used 
computer graphics and his expertise as a professor of 
engineering to plot the ark’s breadth, height and draft, 
against a variety of tilt angles from 0° to 90°. He 
concluded that the dimensions were optimal for 
flotation stability, that there would be sufficient space 
and that the materials were used in an economical 
manner. 

Dr David Rosevear, Congress chairman and a 
lecturer in organic chemistry at Portsmouth Polytechnic, 
presented the evidence produced by Barry Setterfield 
for a decrease in the speed of light. The implications of 
Setterfield’s hypothesis appear favourable to the young 
earth concept held by a number of creationists; 


The speed of light is 


Rosevear frankly admitted that he wanted to believe 
that c has decreased, since he favours the ‘young earth’ 
idea. 

Over the last 300 years, sixteen different methods 
have been used for measuring c. Setterfield seems to 
concentrate his attention on seeking trends in sets of c 
measurements obtained by one method, rather than 
analysing all the data from all the 16 different methods. 
Some of his graphs are plotted from what he calls the 
‘best values’. Is it a genuine decrease? Or are we seeing 
the results of refined techniques? The whole issue seems 
to depend very much upon decisions about the relative 
accuracy of measurements. Dr Rosevear stressed the 
difference between atomic time, e.g. that measured by 
the caesium clock — which is directly related to the speed 
of light, and dynamic time — which is measured by the 
movement of stars and planets. Various recent research 
apparently corroborated some of Setterfield’s findings, 
such as the fact that in 1987 scientists at the Radiophysics 
Institute in Gorky, USSR, discovered a red shift for a 
value of c 10° greater than today in the most distant 
parts of the universe. 


[A major article is planned on this subject in the next issue 
of Origins — Ed. ] 








Professor Willem Ouweneel from the Netherlands 
described the New Age Movement, with its basis in 
Astrology. The New Ager equates the Pisces era, 
symbolised by the fish, with Christ as the fisher of men 
and a time of analytical thought entrenched in its literal 
Greek meaning ‘to break apart’, leading to religious 
sectarianism and repression of all races, social groups 
and other religions. Aquarius will be constructive and 
creative, ushering in religious union and international 
solidarity. Religion will be of the New Age Movement 
with the activation of man’s cosmic or paranormal 
powers and an age of true love and free sexuality. 


Aquarius will be constructive and creative, 
ushering in religious union and international 
solidarity. Religion will be of the New Age 
Movement with the activation of man’s cosmic 
or paranormal powers and an age of true love 
and free sexuality 


The speaker outlined the history of ideas leading to 
the current New Age thinking, from the decline of 
Christian belief during the Enlightenment, followed in 
the 19th century by the rise of spiritism and occultistic 
ideas. Certain scientists in the 19th Century attempted 
to harmonise Evolution and the occult; Russell Wallace 
was a spiritist and in his book ‘Miracles and Modern 
Spiritualism’ he claimed Evolution could not explain the 
mind of the cosmos. In the 20th century we had Jung’s 
theory of the collective unconscious: his idea that 
everything is related (holism) is basic to New Age 
thinking. Teilhard de Chardin’s attempts to harmonise 
theology with evolutionism were described. It was 
Shown that both materialism -— which denies the 
supernatural — and the occult need evolutionism, and the 
work of Prigogine on dissipative systems and of Fritjof 
Capra in physics were covered, together with their 
desire to express their ideas in terms used by Eastern 
mysticism, notably Taoism. It was not clear whether or 
not Ouweneel thought that Prigogine had satisfactorily 
overcome the objection that evolution is contrary to the 
second law of thermodynamics (Ilya Prigogine recently 
won the Nobel prize for chemistry by giving a physical 
explanation for syntropy, a tendency to higher order, as 
opposed to entropy. Prigogine suggested how this can 
arise spontaneously: systems are unstable and fluctuate 
(a favourite occult term), leading to reordering 
somewhere else in the system. He went on to apply this 
to living systems, psychology, sociology and history. 

Ouweneel asserts that never in history have so many 
different movements been coming together. In the 
USA, over 900 articles are written each week to 
proclaim the New Age. Even Christians themselves 
have been influenced. Could it also usher in the great 
World Teacher expected by those united great religions, 
the newest evolutionary product, the One Great 
Example who will bring about this transformation and 
attain the millenium of New Age thinking, the very 
Antichrist? Ouweneel ends “We must wake up to these 
things. It is the greatest challenge to Christians at the 
end of the 20th century. Satanic powers are overruling 
Christianity on a massive scale. There can only be real 
spiritual power by the power of the Holy Spirit based on 


God’s Word, the Bible.” 

In “The inevitable unification of science and 
mysticism’, Brian Austin dealt with a related topic, and 
asked why natural unregenerate man comes to 
conclusions different from the Christian’s when reading 
the ‘book of Nature’. Without the revelation of God and 
of Christ, natural man perceives only the secondary 
principles in Nature, leading to a pantheistic world- 
view. In attempts to relate the new discoveries about the 
properties and structure of matter, and to place them in 
a wider context, there is a search for a grand unifying 
theory, seen by some scientists as the ultimate goal of 
physics: cf Paul Davies’ ‘God and the new physics’. In 
the discussion following the lecture, Dr C.A.Bosselaar 
said that the mystical ideas of Capra et al had been 
rejected by a majority at a recent meeting of Dutch 
physicists. It should also be added that there are groups 
of scientists notably in the USA, who are vehemently 
opposed to the trend towards mysticism or the 
paranormal; they also oppose creationism. 


Gottfried Meskemper spoke on the historical roots of 
autonomous science and the Enlightenment. Some of 
the “sons of the Enlightenment” (Goethe, Schiller, 
Herder, von Humboldt et al), known as the Jena Group, 
spread the new, materialistic teaching in German- 
speaking Europe at the beginning of the 19th century. 
As Prussian minister of education, von Humboldt 
played a leading role in this, and Goethe had produced a 
new interpretation of Genesis chaps 1 to 3. During the 
discussion which followed it was encouraging to hear ofa 
growing number of schools in West Germany where 
creation is taught. 


“What really happened to human language at Babel 
(Gen 11:7)?” asked Dr Fahner. Was this event the origin 
of languages, what is the actual meaning of the Hebrew 
words translated ‘language’, ‘words’ and ‘speech’ in this 
context? Regarding the factors that influence rates of 
change in languages and their vocabularies, as many as 
1000 out of the world’s 5000 are to be found in New 
Guinea alone! It could be inferred that the development 
of different languages has resulted from some of the 
same factors that have influenced biological speciation, 
e.g. population size and geographical isolation. Dr 
Fahner’s controversial conclusion, was that what took 
place at Babel was the confusion of the ability to 
communicate, rather than the creation of different 
languages. 


Joachim Scheven, a palaeontologist and director of 
the fossil museum at Bremen, West Germany, gave two 
beautifully illustrated lectures. He spoke about ‘living 
fossils’, ones that have ‘made it’ to the present day such 
that representatives are found both in the fossil record 
and alive today, remarkably unchanged. Secular science 
cites the number of such species as being rare, examples 
being the horseshoe crab and the coelacanth. Scheven 
proclaims that there are a host of other living fossils — 
man being one of them, and so much so that ‘the number 
of living organisms and fossils compares well’; there are 
many known living trees in the fossil record, for 
instance. He reiterated the creationist view that all 
fossils have a catastrophic origin. Fossil formation 
necessitates a quick burial with concomitant exclusion of 
oxygen for bacterial decay; Scheven’s microscopic 
examination of fossilised muscle structure revealed 
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detail down to the striated fibres, still intact and well- 
preserved. 

Geologist Mats Molen spoke (with the aid of many 
excellent slides from his fieldwork) on the supposed 
change of climate a few hundred years after the Flood, 
which gave rise to the Ice Age, with volcanic activity 
producing a dust-laden atmosphere, and the rapid 
cooling and prolonged snowfalls that marked the 
catastrophic onset of the Ice Age. The geological 
evidence did not favour a plurality of ice ages; 
phenomena such as turbidity currents could have 
produced the formations said to be evidence for a series 
of glaciations. 

Professor H.W.Beck (leader of “Wort und Wissen” 
and lecturer in the philosophy of science at Karlsruhe), 
gave a lecture on creation science in middle-Europe. 
After explaining the term, he gave an exhaustive list of 
proposals for research within a Biblical framework. One 
important point arising from the discussion was that 


scientists who believe in evolution are unlikely to have 
the same research programme as those working with - 
Biblical presuppositions. Mrs Rosevear read a lecture by 
Walter Lang, who was unavoidably absent; the main 
theme was ‘Science in the book of Job’. 

As in 1986 the Congress was organised by the 
Foundation for the Advancement of Studies faithful to 
the Bible, at Amersfoort in the Netherlands. Sadly the 
attendance was noticeably lower this time; only 42 
compared with 70, with over half the participants from 
the Netherlands. Some of the visitors from Sweden, 
however, travelled more than 1200 miles to attend the 
Congress, and one person came from Canada. A 
professional video was made of some of the proceedings 
by one of the Swedes, who also filmed interviews with 
some of the lecturers. Short daily reports appeared in 
the newspaper ‘Nederland Dagblad’. 

The next Congress will be held in Bremen in 1990, 
DV. 





Creation Conference in Nottingham 
November 19th 1988 


Report by Graham Bradbury 


This conference was organized by and held at the 
Christian Centre, Nottingham, with approx. 200 in 
attendance. The programme consisted of three lectures 
in the morning, a seminar time in the afternoon — where 
the choice was between one of three seminars and a film 
all running concurrently — and a closing address given by 
Professor Andrews. 

In the first lecture (the most interesting for the 
writer), David Tyler showed slides of cave paintings and 
tools of early (palaeolithic) man. He suggested that 
these were descendants of Noah who had dispersed after 


the flood (cf. Genesis 9:19), and showed from the skill _. 
required to make the tools that these were not slowly ) Ga 





slides of megaliths like Stoneneneee es 


geometrical arrangement were evidence of a ifture and. 


civilisation. The conclusion was that these: were built ‘ 
the spirit of Babel’ by the descendants ya eS 


‘New Scientist’ magazine, in which certain sic tists had. ler 
claimed to have evidence that all humans now living are He sh 
descended from one woman (whom they called ‘Eve’) _Creatio 
| | acknowledging their distinctive roles. He then gave the 


who lived about twenty thousand years ago in Africa. 
This conclusion had been reached because, apparently, 
the DNA structure in the cytoplasm of the cell is 
inherited from the mother only and samples taken from 
different parts of the world indicated a common 
ancestry. She was critical of many of the assumptions, 
and also gave reasons why ‘Eve’ could be more recent 
than that and pointed out that some scientists strongly 
disagreed with the ‘New Scientist’ article ‘All About 
Eve’. 

The third lecture, by David Watts, which your 
reviewer found the most difficult, concerned language. 
There is a book entitled ‘Monkeys will never talk’ and 
this speaker showed why: they do not have the 
‘apparatus’. He showed similarities and differences in 



















human languages, but no conclusive evidence that all 
languages have a common origin. Does Genesis 11:9 
make this necessary? The new, confused languages 
could have been completely unrelated to the previous 
Hebrew, and so there is no need to show a common 
origin of language. His main task was to show that 
language was something peculiarly spiritual not 
adequately accounted for in scientific terms. 

David Tyler, Sylvia Baker, and Mike Matthews gave 
seminars after lunch, as the meeting split into smaller 
groups, and the film ‘The Genesis Solution’ [see review 
in this issue — Ed.] was also shown at the same time. 
Positive comments were made by those who saw the film 
but your reviewer attended Sylvia Baker’s seminar 
about the complexity of the eye, which was in measure 
directed against the book “The Blind Watchmaker’. She 
that the eye needs an optic nerve, eye lashes 





SSO ‘dgar Andkews concluded the day: he was 
t good to begin with and better as he went on! 

1 the difference between ‘Scientific 

and ‘Biblical Creationism’, whilst 





finest exposition this reviewer has ever heard on 
Hebrews 1:1-3, showing that the Christ of Creation and 
the Christ of Calvary are one. His appeal was to the 
churches who try to compromise the Word of God with 
the scientific theories of the day. 

On the back cover of the Penguin edition of Darwin’s 
‘Origin of Species’ the blurb describes it as “the scientific 
theory which lies at the root of our present attitude to the 
universe”. These words are no exaggeration. Some of 
the questions asked at the end of the day and the fact that 
I myself found much of the day so challenging indicates 
how much evolutionary thinking has penetrated even 
our minds. All in all it was a worthwhile day, and there 
was good literature to take home afterwards. 








Reviews 


An Urchin in the Storm 
Stephen Jay Gould 

Collins Harvill, 1988, 238pp, 
£7.95 paperback edition 
reviewed by Gerald Duffett 


This book is a kaleidoscope of many facets which 
makes fascinating reading. 

The author is a Marxist who is happy to change 
American society. Yet in trying to liberate sectors of 
society, he shows no aversion to the liquidation of some 
who are still unborn for he advocates abortion. 

The book consists of four sections. He describes the 
first two as reviews which discuss the irreducibility of 
history in the domains of life and the earth. The second 
section concerns the time element of geology. Section 
three explores the theory and consequences of biological 
determinism whilst section four discusses the life and 
work of four great biologists who struggled with life’s 
contingency. 

The title could well have been renamed ‘A 
Compendium of Book Reviews’ for each chapter deals 
with one or more other books. 

In the chapter on Pandas, Gould emphasises the ill- 
adaptation of Pandas to their present way of life. In 
describing them as living on the very edge of sufficiency 
they seem to me to be more demonstrative of the Curse 
and Cataclysm than of a polished toolbox of 
evolutionary adaptations. On page 24 Gould states: 

“Strict adaptationism ... downgrades history 

to insignificance by viewing the organism's 

relation to environment as an_ isolated 

problem of current optimality.” 

Only as an aside Gould reckons that Philip Kitcher 
has written the best book on creationism entitled 
‘Abusing Science’. His main thrust seems to be about 
“the increasing inadequacy of strict adaptationism as a 
general approach to evolution” (p.24) particularly 
applied to human sociobiology where he claims that the 
state of good design and the process of its origin is a false 
equation (p.35). Thus Gould strikes at the heart of 
creationism. 

Upon his favourite ‘punctuated equilibria’ hobby-horse, 
Gould points out that 
stasis had previously been ignored as non- 
evidence of non-evolution though all 
palaeontologists knew of its high relative 
frequency” (p.38). 
Gould is also not averse to criticising the platitudinous 
twaddle that passes for Darwinism. Witness the extract 
from p.45: 
“Thus survival of a family line in the face of 
catastrophe may be a consequence of sexual 
reproduction, but this argument cannot 
explain why sex evolved in the first place, or 
why it continues in balmy times. Kevles 
confuses results and causes, a standard 
fallacy of adaptationist argument.” - 

Apparently human sociobiology has sunk because 
current utility is wrongly equated with historical origin, 
“or the idea that we know why a structure evolved once 
we understand how it works now” (p.48). Such a 
“Panglossian vision” is held by-Gould to invalidate the 


so-called “anthropic principle.” On the next page Gould 
confesses a shortcoming of evolution: 
“T am willing to admit that harmful 
structures will be eliminated by natural 
selection if they cause enough distress. But 
... Itis not true that helpful structures must be 
built by natural selection.” 

Gould yearns for a richer theory than pure 
functionalism that he nicknames “Cardboard 
Darwinism”. He wants one that perceives evolution as 
multifaceted betwixt genes and the environment. Above 
all he longs for the discovery of developmental rules. 
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The chapter entitled ‘Misserving Memory’ concerns 
the fount of Darwin’s theory of natural selection. Gould 
doubts that Darwin made unacknowledged use of 
Blyth’s work. Chiefly because Blyth himself wrote that 
“intermediary forms cannot be found between most 
modern species.” In other words, Blyth viewed natural 
selection as God’s way of maintaining species, not to 


change them (p.57). Gould acknowledges _ that 
“selection, aS a preserving force, has been a common 
concept of creationist biology”, p.58. Interestingly, he 
refers to a monograph on pre-Darwinian uses of natural 
selection as a guarantee that evolution could not occur. 
[See ‘Natural selection before the ‘Origin of Species’ by 
C. Zirkle on pages 71-123 in Proceedings of the 
American Philosophical Society, vol. 84 (1941)]. 
Pertinently, Gould lets on that Alfred Russell 
Wallace independently invented the principle of natural 
selection during a malarial fit on the island of Ternate, 
p.52. He also stresses that “Darwin did not simply see 
evolution in the field. In fact, Darwin originally 
identified the famous Galapagos finches as members of 
several bird families”, p.54. Another admirable quality I 
found in Gould’s work is his honesty in taking issue with 
fellow “card-bearing evolutionists”. He sees little 
defensible in Dawkins’ view that bodies are merely 
temporary homes for genes engaged in a struggle to pass 
even more copies of themselves to future generations. 
As a sting in the tail, Gould ends his book by 
remarking that resurgent creationism is a current 
bugbear. But then in uniting bugs with bears he laments 
that trilobites are never found with mammals. Although 
Agnostus was blind, I doubt that it burrowed in the same 
habitats as moles because moles eat worms which rise 
when soil becomes waterlogged! 
Although a complex work to review and studded with 
words to stretch any reader’s vocabulary, Gould has 
produced a fascinating anthology of biological insights 
well worth summarising if not recording verbatim. 
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The Genesis Solution 

A Film and Video | 
Films for Christ, Mesa, Arizona, 1988, 45 mins. 
Reviewed by Peter Senior 


Creationists throughout the world are still thought by 
many fellow believers to be obsessed with a largely 
irrelevant ‘red herring’. In the short space of three 
quarters of an hour the Australian Ken Ham shows very 
clearly why it really does matter to the gospel where man 
has come from. It is also explained in terms of the sin we 
encounter every day, and not remote abstract 
theological principles. It is suitable for mid-teenagers 
upwards, and is intended to enlighten Christians rather 
than influence non-believers. The pace is necessarily 
brisk and benefits from discussion afterwards, in order 
to appreciate the subtleties of some things that had to be 
boldly stated. The timing of the release of the film is 
spiritually significant. The last ‘Origins’ saw the 
publication of the ‘Creation Manifesto’, wherein there is 
the distilled essence of the importance of Genesis to the 
gospel. Having seen the film, those who had thought 
‘creationism’ to be a side issue should want to 
prayerfully consider the whole matter again; and the 
Manifesto is the perfect ‘next step’. Having been 
awakened to the manner in which the message of man’s 
need for a saviour, having fallen from perfection, has 
been undermined by the establishment view that we 
continue to rise above the apes, the relevance of existing 
creationist material should then be evident. 
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The film begins with a short cartoon section, but 
quickly settles down to Ken Ham, ‘in the flesh’, 
addressing a meeting in a church. However, whenever a 
particular point needs illustrating, animations are again 
used to good effect. For instance, the first sequence 
shows Ken leaving Australia (where he works for the 
Creation Science Foundation), to go to America (and a 
sabbatical with the Institute of Creation Research). 
Stopping outside a school he sees characters being 
allowed in, representing influences that our young 
people are also exposed to. The Rock Musician, a ‘New 
Age’ follower, Freud, Darwin, The Eastern Mystic, 
Yoda from “The Empire Strikes Back’, the ‘evangelical’ 
atheist Isaac Asimov, and a nurse purveying birth 





control are all welcomed in, but the person carrying a 
Christian message is twice denied entry. 

Evolution is shown to be a religion that has robbed 
mankind of Absolutes. This is applied right down to the 
rebellious teenager seeing the Christian message as just 
one set of man-made rules, and choosing another set 
that suits him or her better. Those who have been ‘crying 
out in the wilderness’ for so long will find it refreshing, 
and dearly wish they could have Ken Ham’s gift of giving 
every-day relevance to eternal truths. 


Showings of the film or video may be arranged by 


contacting:- 
London & Dr D. Rosevear 
the South 50 Brecon Avenue 
Portsmouth PO6 AW 
Tel:0705 384467 Tel:0509 213868 
North & Mr. P. Senior 
Midlands, Wales, 41 Kirkstone Dr, 
Scotland & NI Loughborough LE11 3RN 


Tel: 0509 213868 


[Copies of the ‘book of the film’ are also available from 
Peter Senior] 





Science and the Bible 

Henry M Morris 

Scripture Press, 1988, £2.25, paperback 
reviewed by J H John Peet 


This is the latest edition of a book that was first 
published in 1946 and has since been through a number 
of revisions. There are five chapters, covering 
consecutively Science and the Bible, the Theory of 
Evolution, Science and the Flood, the Bible and Ancient 
History and, finally, Fulfilled Prophecy. It is written for 
the layman with little knowledge of science, archaeology 
or theology and must be judged on that basis. 

The first question to be asked of it is, “Does it 
communicate to the layman?” The answer to this 
question is undoubtedly in the affirmative. It is easy to 
read and covers a broad spread of related topics. 

The second question is, “Even though it is a 
simplification, does it = communicate — correct 
information?” While, in general terms, this must again 
be answered positively, Iam concerned at the detail. 

There are a lot of loose statements which the reviewer 
finds disturbing. On the origin of life, Morris writes, 
“Some unknown process operating in an unknown liquid 
mixture beneath an unknown type of atmosphere 
somehow generated unknown primitive life forms from 
unknown chemicals, and that’s how life began” (page 
42). The evolutionists have produced a scenario of 
possible reactions rather than ‘unknown’. In fact, by 
doing so they have given schemes that are easy to expose 
as unrealistic. It does not help to mislead the readers. 

Speaking of radiometric dating, he says that “the 
most unwarranted assumption that none of the 
daughter element was present in the mineral when the 
latter was formed” (page 89). Iam not aware of any such 
assumption. Whatever the faults of the techniques, this 
is not an assumption made. The methods have been 
developed to estimate this value. 








On page 92, Dr. Morris comments that “The Bible is 
now regarded by knowledgeable archaeologists and 
ethnologists, even by those who do not believe in its 
inspiration, as an exceedingly trustworthy book in 
matters of post Abrahamic ... history.” Oh that this were 
so! One wonders if the author has read up the subject 
from other than evangelical writers. 

In the same subject area, he refers to Ebrum (of Ebia) 
and Eber (of Scripture). He says that “this might well be 
the same man,” (page 95) but it is presented as a matter 
of high probability. I know of no such evidence. On the 
next page, referring to the work of Rast and Schaub on 
the Dead Sea excavations, he says that “More recent 
excavations have revealed the remains of five ‘cities of 
the plain’ (apparently Sodom, Gomorrah, Zoar, Admah 
and Zeboim)...” Again, Morris goes beyond the facts. 
He makes the mistake of which he would accuse 
evolutionists: confusing facts with interpretations. 

A final example in this context is his reference to the 
altar “To the Unknown God” which he describes as near 
the ruins on Mars Hill. Aside from the fact that he does 
not appear to have visited the site (there are no ruins on 
“Mars Hill” as such), I wonder where he derives his 
information for this altar being found nearby. I am not 
aware of it, though I know of a couple of similar altars 
having been found elsewhere. 


On a more general evaluation, I would like the first 
chapter to have considered the basic problem of the 
interaction of science and Scripture. The Bible is not 
teaching science, but is not contrary to it. Is it really 
possible to read scientific statements into it? What do we 
mean by science? There is a basic conflict between 
science and religion, because science leaves out God. 
The chapter is unwittingly dishonest in that it implies 
there are no real problems. An understanding of the 
conflict would help the reader to face the problems. 
~ There is a helpful section on miracles (page 26). 
Morris distinguishes between those involving creative 
acts (‘Grade A’ and contravening the laws of 
thermodynamics) and those which involve a statistical 
deviation from the norm (‘Grade B’). I’m not sure that 
they divide up that easily, but it is a helpful approach. 

On man, I would like to have seen some development 
of the creationist position of man as a special being (‘the 
image of God’) and its implications for the evolutionary 
concept of his development from ape-man. A 
description of the development of races of man from a 
creationist point of view might have been helpful too. 

This is just a handbook for the layman; not a complete 
treatise on the subject. Within the limitations outlined, 
this is a useful little book which will probably go on being 
published for a good few more years. 





Time’s Arrow, Time’s Cycle 

Myth and metaphor in the discovery of geological 
time 

Stephen Jay Gould 

Harvard University Press, 1987, 240pp, £13.95. 
reviewed by David Tyler 


This book addresses a subject described as “geology’s 
signal contribution to human thought”. It concerns the 
concept of “deep time” which Gould uses to describe the 
millennia-long geologic ages. He traces the influence of 
leading thinkers by reference to a classic dichotomy 
about the nature of time: the diversity of time’s arrow or 
the immanence of time’s cycle. 

The key arguments of three seminal documents are 
examined: Thomas Burnet’s Sacred History of the Earth 
(1680-1690), James Hutton’s Theory of the Earth (1795) 
and Charles Lyell’s Principles of Geology (1830-1833). In 
his discussion, Gould develops several radical and 
surprising lines of thought. In particular, he shows how 
the conventional textbook sketches of these men and 
their various contributions have substantially departed 
from reality, so much so that history has effectively been 
rewritten so that it conforms to modern prejudices of 
how things ought to be. 

As a representative of the Judaeo-Christian tradition, 
Burnet saw time primarily as an arrow, with cycles of 
repetition introduced by God’s providential ordering of 
the Earth. Key. events of Biblical history, such as the 
Creation, the Antediluvian Age and the Deluge, appear 
in an unfolding geological history of our planet. When 
Burnet is evaluated in the context of his own day, he 
emerges as a substantial figure, worthy of the high praise 
he received from Isaac Newton, and far from the 
modern caricature of him being a villainous inventor of 
bizarre schemes of Earth history. 


Hutton made the crucial break with time’s arrow: so 
much so that there is no vestige of a beginning and no 
prospect of an end in his scenario. The relentless cycling 
of the ‘Earth machine’ dominates Hutton’s geology. The 
machine was brought into being by a Deistic god, set in 
motion and is automatically sustained by the operation 
of observable geologic processes to fulfil the divine 
purpose. As long as the current order of natural law 1s 
maintained, the geologic cycle will continue. The 
cardboard image is that Hutton got his ideas after much 
pondering over field evidences. By developing such 
ideas, Hutton was the first to take the concept of “deep 
time” beyond the realm of speculation and, 
consequently, is widely regarded as the founder of 
modern geology. 

Lyell continued the tradition of Hutton but with a 
strong philosophical commitment to uniformity in all its 
possible meanings: the uniformity of rate and the 
uniformity of state. Unfortunately, Lyell did not draw 
clear distinctions between these different meanings, and 
yet all were defined to be essential to the development of 
geology as a science. As an example, although Hutton 
was prepared to accept catastrophic upheavals of the 
Earth’s crust during phases of mountain building, Lyell 
argued against this. His commitment to uniformity of 
process, rate and state dominated his thinking. Lyell’s 
identification of science with all meanings of uniformity 
was extraordinarily influential and ‘uniformitarianism’ 
has been an unhealthy constraining bias in the 
development of geological thought since then. 

Only in one area did Lyell modify his principles, and 
this concerned the interpretation of the fossil record. 
For many years, he had argued that uniformity of state 
prevailed in the realm of living things. However, he 
eventually retracted and conceded that significant and 
substantial changes had taken place over geologic time. 
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As a result, Lyell associated himself with Darwin’s 
gradualistic evolution, not least because Darwinism did 
preserve uniformity of rate in organic evolution. But the 
relinquishing of ‘uniformity of state’ was important, for 
geologic events now had direction. Time was given an 
arrow and was not locked into endless dreary and 
uninspiring cycles. Gould explains that Burnet’s original 
rich concept of arrow plus secondary cycles was, in this 
way, recovered to geology. Time’s arrow is mapped bya 
unique geologic history overprinted by evolutionary 
transformations, and time’s cycle is seen in the way 
patterns may be discerned, such as in concordant 
evolutionary trends and in statistical biostratigraphic 
schemes. 

The three writers emerge as worthy, albeit imperfect, 
creative thinkers of their day. Gould presents us with 
good quality history of science: breaking through 
conventional two-dimensional images, clarifying issues, 
revealing errors and promoting the role of paradigms in 
science and, particularly, the importance of 
presuppositions in geology. 

Nevertheless, evolutionary change is presented as the 
linchpin for the wheel of geological: time. Within 
Lyellian geology, evolutionary interpretations of the 
fossil record provide vital evidence for preserving time’s 
arrow within the broad framework of “deep time”. The 
question must be asked: does the concept of 
evolutionary transformation really lead to a recovery, as 
Gould suggests, of time’s arrow? Does the recognition 
of a unique geological history lead to time having 
direction? This is the parting of the ways for Christian 
and evolutionary thinking about time: the theist 
considers time and history as purposeful and intelligible 
under the sovereign direction of God, whereas the 
evolutionist’s time is characterised by random events 
and meaningless changes. The Christian’s arrow of time 
speeds to a target, whereas the evolutionist’s arrow is 
carried by the winds of change in a kind of unceasing 
Brownian motion. There is a great gulf between the 
concept of geological time developed by Burnet and that 
emerging from Lyell. Those who think that evolutionary 
time has purposeful direction have no warrant to arrive 
at this conclusion and are in danger of entering a fog of 
subjectivity. The rediscovery of a truly Biblical ‘arrow of 
time’ is likely to bring radical changes to the 
uniformitarian geological histories reconstructed by the 
heirs of Hutton and Lyell. 
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Correspondence 


Part of a letter from Anne Beams, 
El Cajon, California 


Why is it possible to deny the words of Jesus in Mark 
10:6 when he said that Adam and Eve were formed in 
the beginning of creation? How can you insist that there 
is somehow room for disagreement over when human 
beings were first brought into existence? Jesus answered 
the point: human beings were first formed in the 
beginning of creation (period)....How can any word of 
your ‘Creation Manifesto’ be upheld if these words of 


Jesus .. do not require the conclusion that the age of the 
universe is roughly (within 5 days) the age of 
mankind? ... 


Words are reduced to total meaninglessness if, ‘in the 
beginning of creation’ can refer to billions of years, while 
history is confined to a few thousand years. What is Paul 


saying with his words in Romans 1:20? How can 


mankind be ‘without excuse’ since the creation of the 
world if human beings were not made in the beginning of 
creation? ... Do we not have the Biblical basis in Mark 
10:6 for asserting that however old the earth is, it is 
necessarily about the same ageas the original creation of 
mankind? 


Part of a statement accompanying a letter from 
Daniel E. Wonderly, Oakland, Maryland 


My doctrinal position continues to be one of 
acceptance of the entire Bible as fully inspired by God 
and completely trustworthy. The special creative acts of 
God which are briefly described in the first chapters of 
Genesis are to be taken as real — not taken as mere 
religious literature or as only a framework for spiritual 
lessons. However, widely publicized claims that the 
earth is only a few thousand years old continue to cause 
multitudes of people to distrust the creation account, 
and even the whole Bible. 

During the 1970’s and early 80’s I concentrated 
mainly on the positive, non-radiometric evidences for 
long periods of time — such as the Palaeozoic limestone 
deposits of the earth, the Great Bahama Bank, and 
ancient, continental evaporite deposits. But practically 
all the young-earth proponents have totally failed to 
study these geologic features, and therefore are 
unacquainted with the accompanying vast amounts of 
data which demonstrate a great age for the earth. 


[These letters point up sharply the need to deal with many 
aspects of the age of the earth, both biblical and 
geological. Without commenting on the validity of either 
viewpoint at this time, both make a case that has to be 
answered. It is precisely this kind of feedback and open 
discussion that we wish to encourage, in order to work 
towards being of one mind, and towards the truth — 
wherever it lies! It is important to note that evolution is not 
the issue here; whilst evolution can only be 
accommodated within a (very) old earth, it is not a 
necessary corollary to an ‘old-earth’ position. — Ed.] 


























RIGIN 





2 skin 


Origins is published three times a year by the 
Biblical Creation Society 
President Prof. Edgar Andrews University of London 
Vice Presidents Ranald Macaulay L’Abri 
The Revd Geoffrey Thomas Aberystwyth 
Prof. Verna Wright University of Leeds 
The Revd Dr N M de S Cameron Edinburgh 


More information about the Society may be obtained from the Secretary 
Biblical Creation Society PO Box 22 Rugby Warwicks CV22 7SY 


Subscription enquiries should be addressed to the 
Administrative Officer 


PO Box 22 
Rugby Warwicks CV22 7SY 


Subscription Rates 


Membership open to all in agreement with Aim & Doctrinal Basis of the Society. 
Husband and Wife for a single fee. 


Membership Journal Only 
Standard Reduced Standard Reduced 
Inland £7.00 £3.50 £4.80 £3.50 
Europe £8.00 ~ £4.50 £5.30 £4.00 
Outside Europe (surface) £8.00 £4.50 £5.30 £4.00 
Outside Europe (airmail) £9.50 £6.00 £7.80 £6.50 


Single Issue of Journal only £1.60 
Reduced rates apply to undergraduate students, missionaries, registered unemployed. 
The dollar rate for those in North America (Journal Only) is 


US$14 airmail 
US$11 surface 


ISSN 0953-2773 


